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EXAMINER'S RESPONSE 

Status of Application 

In response to the applicant's amendment received on 9/22/05. The 
examiner has considered the new presentation of claims and applicant 
arguments in view of the disclosure and the present state of the prior art. And it 
is the examiner's position that claims 1-65 are unpatentable for the reasons set 
forth in this office action: 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must 
show every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the 
program key of claims 32,41 ,50 and 59 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled 
from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply 
to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 


The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action 
can be found in a prior Office action. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . Claims 1-6,8-12,14-20,22-27,29,30,33-39,42-48,51-57,60-65 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stengel (5109530) and 
Lemelson (4354189). 

Lemelson shows an unlocking device where a receiver in the reader 
receives a reply signal from a coded ring, but does not specifically show the 
power controlling modes claimed. In an analogous art, Stengel teaches a 
method that is used to save power in a receiver. Stengel's receiver deactivates a 
circuit for a first time period (tx) in step 310. The receiver then enables the circuit 
for a second time period in step 304. Upon sensing an electromagnetic signal 
during the second time period, the enabling is extended for a greater time (ty) 
step 320. The received signal can then be processed because it will be received 
in its entirety during the extended time. This method saves power in the receiver 
system. 

2. Claims 7,13,21,28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stengel and Lemelson as applied to claims 1,9,15 and 23 
above, and further in view of Stamm (4353064). 

In an analogous art, Stamm shows the use of Infrared as an alternative 
electromagnetic signal (alternative to RF). This has the inherent advantage that 
the signal does not radiate outside a building and is therefore harder to 
eavesdrop. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have used an infrared signal for communication in the 
above system since such would provide improved security to the access system. 


3. Claims 31,32,40,41,49,50,58,59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Stengel and Lemelson as applied to claims 1 ,9,15 and 
23 above, and further in view of the admitted prior art (hereafter referred to as the 
APA). The APA discussed by the applicant, namely paragraphs 3 through 1 1 , 
discuss the use of a keypad connected to the microprocessor of an access 
control system to provide commands to the access control system. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have used a keypad in the above discussed access system since 
such would provide the user with a way to enter access codes more securely. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/22/05 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that the prior art, not the examiner must suggest the 
desirability of the claimed invention. In response to applicant's argument that 
there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
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suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 
F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Stengel does 
specifically teach a method that is used to save power in a receiver. 

The applicant argues that one of ordinary skill would not be motivated to 
use Lemelson for implementing the power control modes because Lemelson 
does not recognize the problem. To meet the criteria for a proper obviousness 
rejection, the primary reference does not need to recognize the problem solved 
by the secondary reference. Here, Lemelson is a powered receiver, it is 
conventionally understood that saving power is desirable in nearly all electronic 
devices. Hence one of ordinary skill in the art recognizes power saving as a 
solution to the problem and Stengel teaches a method (the claimed method) of 
saving power in a receiver. 

The applicant argues that the radio receiver of Stengel is for voice signals 
and therefore cannot relate to unlocking devices. This is not true, the 
background of Stengel states that the invention is generally directed to battery 
powered receivers. A receiver that receives voice signals is an example 
articulated by Stengel, but the disclosed teachings are not limited to voice only 
systems as the applicant argues. 

The applicant argues that Stengel does not address power consumption in 
an unlocking device. In response to applicant's arguments against the I 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking 
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references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Stengel is cited 
for teaching a power saving method for a receiver, such as the receiver used in 
Lemelson for an access control system. 


Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Brian A. Zimmerman whose telephone 
number is 571-272-3059. The examiner can normally be reached on Off every 
other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Mike Horabik can be reached on 571-272-3068. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Un^2696 



BAZ 


